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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DIVISION 
FILED 
10/2/2018 3:05 PM 
DOROTHY BROWN 
CIRCUIT CLERK 
COOK COUNTY, IL 
FRANK FARIAS, Independent Administrator ) 
of the Estate of LUCAS FARIAS, deceased, and ) 
JULIE GILBERT, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. CaseNo2018L010683 
TROY and TRINA LEWIS, AIRBNB, INC., 
AIRBNB PAYMENTS, INC., UNITED 
TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION, and 
WALTER KIDDE PORTABLE EQUIPMENT 
INC., 
Defendants. 
COMPLAINT AT LAW 
Now come the Plaintiffs, FRANK FARIAS, Independent Administrator the Estate of 
LUCAS FARIAS, deceased, and JULIE GILBERT, by and through their attorneys, FAKLIS, 
TALLIS & MEAD, P.C., and complaining of the Defendants, TROY and TRINA LEWIS, 
AIRBNB, INC., AIRBNB PAYMENTS, INC., UNITED TECHNOLOGIES 
CORPORATION, and WALTER KIDDE PORTABLE EQUIPMENT INC., and states as 
follows: 
PARTIES 
1. Plaintiff Julie Gilbert ("Julie") is a resident of Wills, County of York, State of 
Maine. 
2. Plaintiff Frank Farias ("Frank") is a resident of Chicago, County of Cook, State of 
Illinois. 
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3. Julie and Frank are the parents of Lucas Farias, the decedent. 
4. Lucas passed away on October 9, 2016. At the time of his death, Lucas was a 
resident of Cook County, Illinois. As of the time of his death, Lucas's next of kin were all 
residents of Illinois, including his mother Julie, father Frank, brother Liam Farias, and sister 
Liliana Farias (a minor). 
5. On September 27, 2018, Frank was appointed Independent Administrator of the 
Estate of LUCAS FARIAS, deceased. (A copy of the Order is attached hereto as Exhibit "A"). 
6. Defendants Troy and Trina Lewis (the "Lewis Defendants") are individuals and 
citizens of the State of Maine, who promoted, advertised and offered a house for rental to residents 
of Cook County, Illinois. 
7. Defendants Airbnb. Inc. and Airbnb Payments. Inc. (collectively "Airbnb") are 
Delaware corporations with their principal place of business in California that promoted, 
advertised, and offered the house for rental for residents of Cook County, Illinois. Airbnb does 
business in Cook County, Illinois. 
8. Defendant United Technologies Corporation ("UTC") is a Delaware corporation 
with its principal place of business in Farmington, Connecticut, and Defendant Walter Kidde 
Portable Equipment, Inc. ("Kidde") is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business 
in Raleigh, North Carolina, that designed and manufactured smoke detectors that they advertised 
and sold throughout the country, including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine, four of which 
were present in the house at the time of the fire giving rise to this Complaint. 
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BACKGROUND 
9. Defendants Airbnb, Inc. and Airbnb Payments, Inc. are the largest advertisers, 
promoters, and providers of rental housing in the world, with over 150 million guests to date 
located in over 65,000 cities throughout 191 countries. Airbnb offers over 3 million different 
rental options. 
10. Together with Troy and Trina Lewis (the "Lewis Defendants"), Airbnb promoted, 
advertised, and offered for rent a house located at 116 Pleasant Cove Road, Boothbay, Maine (the 
"House"). 
11. The Lewis and Airbnb Defendants rented the House to a resident of Cook County, 
Illinois, Julie, and conducted this transaction in Cook County, Illinois. 
12. Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants advertised and promoted the House as suitable 
for multiple occupants. 
13. Thus, when Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants offered the House for rental, they 
knew, or should have known, and expected that it would be occupied by families, including adults 
and children. 
14. Julie invited Lucas to travel from his home in Chicago, Illinois, to the House. 
15. Prior to agreeing to stay in the House, Lucas reviewed the Airbnb advertisement 
for the House and in reliance on the same, agreed and accepted Julie's invitation to join her there. 
16. The House was a wooden structure that consisted of a first and second floor, as 
well as an unfinished basement. 
17. Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants offered and rented the House with its wooden 
surfaces, including the floors and walls, which were treated, covered, colored, or stained with 
3 
highly flammable finishes. 
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18. Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants offered and rented the House furnished, which 
included upholstered couches and chairs, as well as mattresses made from polyurethane foam that, 
in the event of a fire at the House, would create enormous smoke, heat, and fuel loads. 
19. Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants offered and rented the House with no viable 
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means of egress from the second floor. 
20. Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants offered and rented the House with a narrow 
stairwell that, in the event of a fire, would act like a chimney to direct the smoke, heat, and flames 
from a fire on the first floor directly to the sleeping areas on the second floor. 
21. Upon information and belief, Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants offered and rented 
the House with five ionization-triggered smoke detectors, four on the second floor and a fifth 
smoke detector on the first floor in the "dining room on the end of the built-in bookcase" that they 
knew or should have known were defectively designed and unreasonably dangerous because they 
could not reasonably be relied upon to timely sound an alarm in the event of a fire in the House. 
22. Airbnb and the Lewis Defendants knew or should have known by virtue of their 
involvement in the rental of homes for profit, that more expensive but readily available 
photoelectric smoke detectors were necessary in a home as flammable as the House, to help 
protect renters and their guests in the event of a fire. 
23. Upon information and belief, the four ionization triggered smoke detectors on the 
second floor of the House were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde. The Lewis Defendants 
have claimed that they purchased three of the Kidde smoke detectors on or about July 31, 2016, 
installed batteries in all three smoke detectors, installed those Kidde smoke detectors on the 
second floor of the House, tested each, and confirmed that all three were operational. 
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24. The identity of the manufacturer, retailer, or others in the chain of distribution of 
the smoke detector on the first floor is not yet known. 
25. During the evening of October 8, 2016, Julie, Lucas, Catherine Gilbert, Aaron 
Gilbert, Angela Gilbert, Liam Farias, Alexandra King, Harley King, River King, Baldomero 
Zamora, Sr., deceased, and other friends and relatives of Julie, celebrated Mr. Zamora's birthday at 
the House. 
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26. At the conclusion of the birthday celebration, Julie and Mr. Zamora occupied one 
of the three bedrooms on the second floor, and Lucas occupied one of the two remaining 
bedrooms. Alexandra King and her two sons, Harley and River, slept downstairs on the first floor. 
Upon information and belief, the remaining guests left the House and were not present at the time 
when the fire started. 
27. At approximately 7:30 a.m. on October 9, 2016, a small fire began on the first 
floor. Even though none of the five smoke alarms in the house activated, Ms. King and her 
children quickly detected the fire in its early stages and escaped the House without injury. 
28. None of the ionization-triggered smoke detectors, including the four Kidde smoke 
detectors present on the second floor of the House, activated or gave any warning to the occupants 
of the House about the fire at any point. 
29. Thus, Mr. Zamora, Julie, and Lucas, who were asleep on the second floor, became 
trapped by the first-floor fire and the smoke that billowed up into the second floor of the House. 
30. Had the Kidde ionization-triggered smoke detectors that were present on the 
second floor activated in a timely manner, Mr. Zamora, Julie, and Lucas could all have escaped 
with minor, if any, injuries. 
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31. Julie, Mr. Zamora, and Lucas began to choke on the smoke that was so thick they 
could not see their hands in front of their faces. Unable to remain in the house, Julie broke through 
a second-floor window and jumped, landing in a bush below. 
32. Unable to get out of the House through the thick smoke and expanding fire, Mr. 
Zamora and Lucas died in the fire. 
33. This Court has jurisdiction over Lewis Defendants and Airbnb pursuant to 735 
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ILCS 5/2-209(a){l) and (7) because they transacted business within the state of Illinois by offering 
to rent the House to residents of Cook County, Illinois and they contracted with Julie for rental of 
the House in the state of Illinois. 
34. The Court has jurisdiction over Defendants UTC and Kidde pursuant to 735 ILCS 
5/2-209(a){l) and (c) because they transacted business within the state of Illinois through the sale 
of their products, including smoke detectors, throughout the state. 
COUNTI 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. Lewis Defendants 
Premises Liability - Wrongful Death 
35. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 34 of this Complaint. 
36. On or prior to October 9, 2016, the Lewis Defendants, owned, controlled, and 
operated the House as a rental property for profit. 
3 7. The Lewis Defendants held out to the public, through Airbnb, including to Julie 
and to Lucas, that the House was safe and habitable. 
38. The Lewis Defendants offered the House for occupancy by adults and children on 
both its first and second floors. 
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39. The decedent, Lucas, was an invitee of the Lewis Defendants at the House, which 
the Lewis Defendants owned and operated for profit. 
40. At all times material hereto, it was the duty of the Lewis Defendants to exercise 
reasonable care under the circumstances regarding the state of the premises or acts done or omitted 
by them. 
41. In disregard of their duties, through their acts and/or omissions, the Lewis 
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Defendants offered for rent and rented the House which posed an unreasonable risk of harm to the 
plaintiff's decedent in one or more of the following ways: 
a. The finishes and coatings used on the wood surfaces in the House were 
highly flammable which created an unreasonable risk of harm because if a fire 
occurred within the House, it would spread too rapidly; which it did in this 
matter and trapped Lucas on the second floor; 
b. The upholstered furniture provided for use by invitees, including Lucas, 
was highly flammable and could, and did, produce extreme heat release 
rates that created an unreasonable risk of harm if a fire occurred, as it did, 
in the House; 
c. The configuration of the House with a narrow staircase leading from the 
first floor to the bedrooms on the second floor created an unreasonable 
risk of harm because if a fire occurred on the first floor of the House, 
which it did, that stairway would, and did, act like a chimney directing 
smoke, fire, and unbearable heat into the bedrooms on the second floor of 
the House; 
d. The House did not have adequate or reasonable means of escape from the 
second floor where the sleeping areas were located because of the narrow 
staircase that acted like a chimney in the event of a fire on the first floor 
and because the windows on the second floor were too small to allow 
many occupants to escape through those openings; and, 
e. The House was equipped with defectively designed, ionization-triggered 
smoke detectors that failed to sound an alarm in response to the fire, 
thereby failing to give Lucas a reasonable opportunity to escape. 
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42. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' acts and/or omissions, Lucas suffered excruciating pain and mental anguish and 
ultimately death. 
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43. Plaintiff's decedent, LUCAS FARIAS, left as surviving heirs his mother JULIE 
GILBERT, father FRANK FARIAS, sister LILIANA FARIAS (a minor), and brother, LIAM 
FARIAS. 
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44. This wrongful death action is brought by said surviving heirs pursuant to the 
Illinois Wrongful Death Act, 740 ILCS 180/01 et seq. 
45. As a direct and proximate result of Lucas's death, his next of kin have suffered 
great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Lewis Defendants in 
in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT II 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. Lewis Defendants 
Premises Liability- Survival and Family Expense Act 
46. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 45 ofthis Complaint. 
47. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' negligent acts and/or omissions, Lucas suffered excruciating conscious pain and 
suffering, mental anguish and ultimately death. 
48. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' negligent acts and/or omissions, Lucas and his next of kin, including the Plaintiff, 
incurred medical, funeral and burial expenses. 
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49. This cause of action is brought pursuant to 755 ILCS 5/27-6, known as the Illinois 
Survival Act and 750 ILCS 65/15, known as the Family Expense Act. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Lewis Defendants in 
in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
50. 
COUNT III 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. Lewis Defendants 
Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 
Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 49 of this Complaint. 
51. The Lewis Defendants made false and misleading representations about the House 
in their promotion, advertising and marketing of the House in Cook County, Illinois to Lucas and 
to Julie, including that the House was habitable and safe and that the House was equipped with 
some detectors, when, in fact, the House and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous and 
those smoke detectors did not provide a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire in 
the House. 
52. The Lewis Defendants knew, or should have known, that the House was not safe 
and that it and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous, and that the smoke detectors did not 
provided a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire. 
53. The Lewis Defendants made these false and misleading representations about the 
House with the intent that renters and their guests, like Lucas and Julie, would rely on these 
deceptive representatives in agreeing to rent or occupy the property; and in fact, Lucas and Julie 
relied on that deception. 
54. The Lewis Defendants' deception occurred in the course of conduct involving 
trade or commerce and was part of their promotion and offer of the House rental for their profit. 
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55. As a direct and proximate result of the Lewis Defendants' deceptive act or practice, 
the Lucas suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are not limited to: excruciating 
conscious pain and suffering, mental anguish and ultimately death; and his next of kin have 
suffered great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering, and incurred medical, 
funeral and burial expenses. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Lewis Defendants and 
for all damages available pursuant to the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business 
Practices Act, including, but not limited to all compensatory damages pursuant to the 
Wrongful Death Act, Survival Act and Family Expense Act, and punitive damages, and for 
their attorney's fees and court costs. 
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COUNT IV 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. Airbnb Defendants 
Premises Liability - Wrongful Death 
56. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs l 
through 55 of this Complaint. 
57. Lucas was an invitee of the Airbnb Defendants at the House, which Airbnb offered 
for rent for profit. 
58. In disregard of their duties, through their acts and/or omissions, the Airbnb 
Defendants offered for rent and rented the House which posed an unreasonable risk of harm to the 
plaintiff's decedent in one or more of the following ways: 
a. The finishes and coatings used on the wood surfaces in the House were 
highly flammable which created an unreasonable risk of harm because if a 
fire occurred within the House, it would spread too rapidly; which it did in 
this matter and trapped Lucas on the second floor; 
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b. The upholstered furniture provided for use by invitees, including Lucas, 
was highly flammable and could, and did, produce extreme heat release 
rates that created an unreasonable risk of harm if a fire occurred, as it did, 
in the House; 
The configuration of the House with a narrow staircase leading from the 
first floor to the bedrooms on the second floor created an unreasonable 
risk of harm because if a fire occurred on the first floor of the House, 
which it did, that stairway would, and did, act like a chimney directing 
smoke, fire, and unbearable heat into the bedrooms on the second floor of 
the House; 
The House did not have adequate or reasonable means of escape from the 
second floor where the sleeping areas were located because of the narrow 
staircase that acted like a chimney in the event of a fire on the first floor 
and because the windows on the second floor were too small to allow 
many occupants to escape through those openings; and, 
C. 
d. 
e. The House was equipped with defectively designed, ionization-triggered 
smoke detectors that failed to sound an alarm in response to the fire, 
thereby failing to give Lucas a reasonable opportunity to escape. 
59. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' acts and/or omissions, Lucas suffered excruciating pain and mental anguish and 
ultimately death. 
60. Plaintiff's decedent, LUCAS FARIAS, left as surviving heirs his mother JULIE 
GILBERT, father FRANK FARIAS, sister LILIANA FARIAS (a minor), and brother, LIAM 
FARIAS. 
61. This wrongful death action is brought by said surviving heirs pursuant to the 
Illinois Wrongful Death Act, 740 ILCS 180/01 et seq. 
62. As a direct and proximate result of Lucas's death, his next of kin have suffered 
great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Airbnb Defendants in 
in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNTV 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. Airbnb Defendants 
Premises Liability- Survival and Family Expense Act 
63. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 62 of this Complaint. 
64. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' negligent acts and/or omissions, Lucas suffered excruciating conscious pain and 
suffering, mental anguish and ultimately death. 
65. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' negligent acts and/or omissions, Lucas and his next of kin, including the Plaintiff, 
incurred medical, funeral and burial expenses. 
66. This cause of action is brought pursuant to 755 ILCS 5/27-6, known as the Illinois 
Survival Act and 750 ILCS 65/15, known as the Family Expense Act. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Lewis Defendants in 
in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT VI 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. Airbnb Defendants 
Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 
67. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 
through 66 of this Complaint. 
68. The Airbnb Defendants made false and misleading representations about the House 
in their promotion, advertising and marketing of the House in Cook County, Illinois to Lucas and 
to Julie, including that the House was habitable and safe and that the House was equipped with 
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some detectors, when, in fact, the House and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous and 
those smoke detectors did not provide a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire in 
the House. 
69. The Airbnb Defendants knew, or should have known, that the House was not safe 
and that it and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous, and that the smoke detectors did not 
provided a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire. 
70. The Airbnb Defendants made these false and misleading representations about the 
House with the intent that renters and their guests, like Lucas and Julie, would rely on these 
deceptive representatives in agreeing to rent or occupy the property; and in fact, Lucas and Julie 
relied on that deception. 
71. The Airbnb Defendants' deception occurred in the course of conduct involving 
trade or commerce and was part of their promotion and offer of the House rental for their profit. 
72. As a direct and proximate result of the Airbnb Defendants' deceptive act or 
practice, Lucas suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are not limited to: excruciating 
conscious pain and suffering, mental anguish and ultimately death; and his next of kin have 
suffered great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering, and incurred medical, 
funeral and burial expenses. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Airbnb Defendants 
and for all damages available pursuant to the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business 
Practices Act, including, but not limited to all compensatory damages pursuant to the 
Wrongful Death Act, Survival Act and Family Expense Act, and punitive damages, and for 
their attorney's fees and court costs. 
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73. 
COUNT VII 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. UTC and Kidde 
Strict liability - Wrongful Death 
Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 72 of this Complaint. 
74. At all relevant times, Defendants UTC and Kidde were in the business of 
designing, manufacturing, advertising, and selling smoke detectors throughout the country, 
including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
75. Four of the five smoke detectors that were present in the House at the time of the 
fire were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde (the "Subject Smoke Detectors"). 
76. The Subject Smoke Detectors were being used and operated for the purpose and in 
the manner for which they were designed, built, marketed, and sold in accordance with the 
instructions and warnings provided by Defendants UTC and Kidde, including the installation of 
the Subject Smoke Detector's batteries and the installation and location of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors within the House, and they were all without substantial change from their original 
condition at the time of the fire as when they were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde. 
77. By design, the Subject Smoke Detectors, which were marketed and sold for use in 
residential applications, were operated by ionization sensors that rendered them defective and 
unreasonably dangerous in the event of a house fire because, by design, they do not adequately 
detect the smoke from a house fire in time to give occupants adequate notice to allow them a 
reasonable opportunity to escape such a fire. 
78. Thus, the Subject Smoke Detectors were defectively designed and unreasonably 
dangerous for the use for which they were marketed and sold. 
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79. The design defect in the Subject Smoke Detectors rendered them unreasonably 
dangerous because they were, by design, not capable of reliably and consistently detecting the 
smoke from a typical house fire and they did not give occupants sufficient warning to provide a 
reasonable opportunity to escape from any such house fires. 
80. As a direct and proximate result of the defective design of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors, none of which activated during the Fire, Lucas suffered excruciating pain and mental 
anguish and ultimately death. 
81. Plaintiff's decedent, LUCAS FARIAS, left as surviving heirs his mother JULIE 
GILBERT, father FRANK FARIAS, sister LILIANA FARIAS (a minor), and brother, LIAM 
FARIAS. 
82. This wrongful death action is brought by said surviving heirs pursuant to the 
Illinois Wrongful Death Act, 740 ILCS 180/01 et seq. 
83. As a direct and proximate result of Lucas's death, his next of kin have suffered 
great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT VIII 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. OTC and Kidde 
Strict liability- Survival and Family Expense Act 
84. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 83 of this Complaint. 
85. As a direct and proximate result of the defective design of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors, none of which activated during the Fire, Lucas suffered excruciating pain and mental 
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anguish and ultimately death. 
86. As a direct and proximate result of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' negligent acts and/or omissions, Lucas and his next of kin, including the Plaintiff, 
incurred medical, funeral and burial expenses. 
87. This cause of action is brought pursuant to 755 ILCS 5/27-6, known as the Illinois 
Survival Act and 750 ILCS 65/15, known as the Family Expense Act. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNTIX 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. UTC and Kidde 
Failure to Warn- Wrongful Death 
88. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 87 of this Complaint. 
89. At all relevant times, Defendants UTC and Kidde were in the business of 
designing, manufacturing, advertising, and selling smoke detectors throughout the country, 
including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
90. At the time when Defendants UTC and Kidde supplied the Subject Smoke 
Detectors, Defendants UTC and Kidde knew or, in the exercise of ordinary care should have 
known, that the Subject Smoke Detectors were by their design unreasonably dangerous because 
substantial fire science literature criticizes the design and performance of ionization smoke 
detectors, and Defendants UTC and Kidde have been subject to numerous claims and lawsuits in 
which consumers were injured or died when such ionization triggered-smoke detectors failed to 
operate during a fire. 
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91. Defendants UTC and Kidde failed to disclose the unreasonably dangerous 
condition of the Subject Smoke Detectors because of their ionization mechanisms that were 
present at the time when they were supplied by Defendant Kidde. 
92. Defendants UTC and Kidde failed to adequately instruct consumers on the proper 
use of the Subject Smoke Detectors by failing to warn them of the limitations and inadequacies of 
their ionization mechanisms and their inappropriateness for use in residences. 
93. Four of the five smoke detectors that were present in the House at the time of the 
fire were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde. 
94. These Subject Smoke Detectors failed to detect and activate during the Fire 
because of the design defect about which Defendants UTC and Kidde failed to warn consumers. 
95. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' failure to warn, Lucas suffered 
excruciating pain and mental anguish and ultimately death. 
96. Plaintiff's decedent, LUCAS FARIAS, left as surviving heirs his mother JULIE 
GILBERT, father FRANK FARIAS, sister LILIANA FARIAS (a minor), and brother, LIAM 
FARIAS. 
97. This wrongful death action is brought by said surviving heirs pursuant to the 
Illinois Wrongful Death Act, 740 ILCS 180/01 et seq. 
98. As a direct and proximate result of Lucas's death, his next of kin have suffered 
great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
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99. 
COUNTX 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. UTC and Kidde 
Failure to Warn- Survival and Family Expense Act 
Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 99 of this Complaint. 
100. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' failure to warn, Lucas suffered 
excruciating conscious pain and suffering, mental anguish and ultimately death. 
101. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' failure to warn, Lucas and his next 
of kin, including the Plaintiff, incurred medical, funeral and burial expenses. 
102. This cause of action is brought pursuant to 755 ILCS 5/27-6, known as the Illinois 
Survival Act and 750 ILCS 65/15, known as the Family Expense Act. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT XI 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. UTC and Kidde 
Negligence - Wrongful Death 
103. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 100 of this Complaint. 
104. At all relevant times, Defendants UTC and Kidde were in the business of 
designing, manufacturing, advertising, and selling smoke detectors throughout the country, 
including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
105. As a supplier of consumer products throughout the United States, including in 
Cook County, Illinois and Maine, Defendants UTC and Kidde owed those to whom it supplied the 
Subject Smoke Detectors and those who would be occupying residences in which the Subject 
Smoke Detectors were installed, including Julie and Lucas, a duty of ordinary care. 
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106. Defendants UTC and Kidde breached their duty of ordinary care to the Plaintiffs 
decedent, Lucas, because the Subject Smoke Detectors relied on ionization detection technology 
that Defendants UTC and Kidde knew, or in the exercise of ordinary care should have known, 
rendered them unsuitable for use in residences like the House. 
l 07. Defendants UTC's and Kidde's breach of their duty of ordinary care to Lucas was a 
direct and proximate cause of Lucas suffering excruciating pain and mental anguish and ultimately 
death. 
108. Plaintiffs decedent, LUCAS FARIAS, left as surviving heirs his mother JULIE 
GILBERT, father FRANK FARIAS, sister LILIANA FARIAS (a minor), and brother, LIAM 
FARIAS. 
l 09. This wrongful death action is brought by said surviving heirs pursuant to the 
Illinois Wrongful Death Act, 740 ILCS 180/01 et seq. 
llO. As a direct and proximate result of Lucas's death, his next of kin have suffered 
great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT XII 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. UTC and Kidde 
Negligence - Survival and Family Expense Act 
111. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 110 of this Complaint. 
112. Defendants UTC's and Kidde's breach of their duty of ordinary care to Lucas was a 
direct and proximate cause of Lucas suffering excruciating conscious pain and suffering, mental 
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anguish and ultimately death. 
113. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' breach of their duty, Lucas and his 
next of kin, including the Plaintiff, incurred medical, funeral and burial expenses. 
114. This cause of action is brought pursuant to 755 ILCS 5/27-6, known as the Illinois 
Survival Act and 750 ILCS 65/15, known as the Family Expense Act. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT XIII 
Estate of Lucas Farias vs. UTC and Kidde 
Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 
115. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 113 of this Complaint. 
116. Defendants, UTC and Kidde, made false and misleading representations about the 
Subject Smoke Detectors in its promotion, advertising, and marketing of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors throughout the country, including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine, that the Subject 
Smoke Detectors were suitable for use in residence and that the Subject Smoke Detectors would 
detect most house fires and provide occupants with warning in sufficient time to have a reasonable 
chance to escape, when, in fact, the Subject Smoke Detectors were not suitable for use in 
residences and would not detect many house fires or provide occupants with sufficient warning to 
have a reasonable chance to escape a house fire. 
117. Defendants, UTC and Kidde intended that its deception about the Subject Smoke 
Detectors would be relied upon by consumers, and in fact, Lucas and Julie relied on this deception 
in agreeing to remain in the House because she believed the House was safe. 
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118. Defendants, UTC and K.idde's deception occurred in the course of conduct 
involving trade or commerce and it was part of its promotion and sale of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors throughout the United States, including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
119. As a direct and proximate result of the UTC and K.idde's deceptive act or practice, 
Lucas suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are not limited to: excruciating 
conscious pain and suffering, mental anguish and ultimately death; and his next of kin have 
suffered great losses of a personal and pecuniary nature, including but not limited to, the loss of 
championship and society, as well as grief, sorrow, and mental suffering, and incurred medical, 
funeral and burial expenses. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Airbnb Defendants 
and for all damages available pursuant to the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business 
Practices Act, including, but not limited to all compensatory damages pursuant to the 
Wrongful Death Act, Survival Act and Family Expense Act, and punitive damages, and for 
their attorney's fees and court costs. 
COUNT XIV 
Julie vs. Lewis Defendants 
Premises Liability 
120. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 119 of this Complaint. 
121. Julie was an invitee of the Lewis Defendants at the House, which the Lewis 
Defendants owned and operated for profit. 
122. The Lewis Defendants owed Julie a duty of reasonable care under the 
circumstances regarding the state of the premises or acts done or omitted by the Lewis Defendants 
related to the House. 
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123. In disregard of their duties, through their acts and/or omissions, the Lewis 
Defendants offered for rent and rented the House which posed an unreasonable risk of harm to the 
plaintiff in one or more of the following ways: 
a. The finishes and coatings used on the wood surfaces in the House were 
highly flammable which created an unreasonable risk of harm because if a 
fire occurred within the House, it would spread too rapidly; which it did in 
this matter and trapped Julie on the second floor; 
The upholstered furniture provided for use by invitees, including Julie, was 
highly flammable and could, and did, produce extreme heat release rates that 
created an unreasonable risk of harm if a fire occurred, as it did, in the House; 
b. 
C. The configuration of the House with a narrow staircase leading from the 
first floor to the bedrooms on the second floor created an unreasonable 
risk of harm because if a fire occurred on the first floor of the House, 
which it did, that stairway would, and did, act like a chimney directing 
smoke, fire, and unbearable heat into the bedrooms on the second floor of 
the House; 
d. The House did not have adequate or reasonable means of escape from the 
second floor where the sleeping areas were located because of the narrow 
staircase that acted like a chimney in the event of a fire on the first floor 
and because the windows on the second floor were too small to allow 
many occupants to escape through those openings; and, 
e. The House was equipped with defectively designed, ionization-triggered 
smoke detectors that failed to sound an alarm in response to the fire, 
thereby failing to give Julie a reasonable opportunity to escape. 
124. As a direct and proximate cause of the condition of the House and the Lewis 
Defendants' acts and/or omissions, Julie suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are 
not limited to: physical injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost 
wages, lost earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment of life. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Lewis Defendants in 
in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
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COUNT XV 
Julie vs. Lewis Defendants 
Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 
125. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 124 of this Complaint. 
126. The Lewis Defendants made false and misleading representations about the House 
in their promotion, advertising and marketing of the House in Cook County, Illinois to Julie, 
including that the House was habitable and safe and that the House was equipped with some 
detectors, when, in fact, the House and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous and those 
smoke detectors did not provide a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire in the 
House. 
127. The Lewis Defendants knew, or should have known, that the House was not safe 
and that it and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous, and that the smoke detectors did not 
provided a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire. 
128. The Lewis Defendants made these false and misleading representations about the 
House with the intent that renters and their guests, like Julie, would rely on these deceptive 
representatives in agreeing to rent or occupy the property; and in fact, Julie relied on that 
deception. 
129. The Lewis Defendants' deception occurred in the course of conduct involving 
trade or commerce and was part of their promotion and offer of the House rental for their profit. 
130. As a direct and proximate result of the Lewis Defendants' deceptive act or practice, 
the Plaintiff, Julie, suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are not limited to: physical 
injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost wages, lost earning 
capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment of life. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Lewis Defendants and 
for all damages available pursuant to the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business 
Practices Act, including, but not limited to compensative and punitive damages, and for their 
attorney's fees and court costs. 
COUNT XVI 
Julie vs. Airbnb Defendants 
Premises Liability 
131. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 130 ofthis Complaint. 
132. Julie was an invitee of the Airbnb Defendants at the House, which Airbnb offered 
for rent to Julie for profit. 
133. In disregard of their duties, through their acts and/or omissions, the Airbnb 
Defendants offered for rent and rented the House which posed an unreasonable risk of harm to the 
plaintiff in one or more of the following ways: 
a. The finishes and coatings used on the wood surfaces in the House were 
highly flammable which created an unreasonable risk of harm because if a 
fire occurred within the House, it would spread too rapidly; which it did in 
this matter and trapped Julie on the second floor; 
b. The upholstered furniture provided for use by invitees, including Julie, was 
highly flammable and could, and did, produce extreme heat release rates that 
created an unreasonable risk of harm if a fire occurred, as it did, in the House; 
c. The configuration of the House with a narrow staircase leading from the 
first floor to the bedrooms on the second floor created an unreasonable 
risk of harm because if a fire occurred on the first floor of the House, 
which it did, that stairway would, and did, act like a chimney directing 
smoke, fire, and unbearable heat into the bedrooms on the second floor of 
the House; 
d. The House did not have adequate or reasonable means of escape from the 
second floor where the sleeping areas were located because of the narrow 
staircase that acted like a chimney in the event of a fire on the first floor 
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e. 
and because the windows on the second floor were too small to allow 
many occupants to escape through those openings; and, 
The House was equipped with defectively designed, ionization-triggered 
smoke detectors that failed to sound an alarm in response to the fire, 
thereby failing to give Julie a reasonable opportunity to escape. 
134. As a direct and proximate cause of the condition of the House and the Airbnb 
Defendants' acts and/or omissions, Julie suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are 
not limited to: physical injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost 
wages, lost earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment oflife. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Airbnb Defendants in 
in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT XVII 
Julie vs. Airbnb Defendants 
Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 
135. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs I 
through 134 of this Complaint. 
136. The Airbnb Defendants made false and misleading representations about the House 
in their promotion, advertising and marketing of the House in Cook County, Illinois to Julie, 
including that the House was habitable and safe and that the House was equipped with some 
detectors, when, in fact, the House and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous and those 
smoke detectors did not provide a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire in the 
House. 
137. The Airbnb Defendants knew, or should have known, that the House was not safe 
and that it and its furnishings were unreasonably dangerous, and that the smoke detectors did not 
provided a reasonable opportunity for occupants to escape a fire. 
25 
<0 
<X) 
CD 
0 ~ 
0 
....J 
<X) ~ 
0 
N 
u..i 
~ 
0 
0 
w 
....J 
Li: 
138. The Airbnb Defendants made these false and misleading representations about the 
House with the intent that renters and their guests, like Julie, would rely on these deceptive 
representatives in agreeing to rent or occupy the property; and in fact, Julie relied on that 
deception. 
139. The Airbnb Defendants' deception occurred in the course of conduct involving 
trade or commerce and was part of their promotion and offer of the House rental for their profit. 
140. As a direct and proximate result of the Airbnb Defendants' deceptive act or 
practice, the Plaintiff, Julie, suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are not limited to: 
physical injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost wages, lost 
earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment of life. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Airbnb Defendants 
and for all damages available pursuant to the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business 
Practices Act, including, but not limited to compensative and punitive damages, and for their 
attorney's fees and court costs. 
COUNT XVIII 
Julie vs. UTC and Kidde 
Strict liability 
141. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 140 of this Complaint. 
142. At all relevant times, Defendants UTC and Kidde were in the business of 
designing, manufacturing, advertising, and selling smoke detectors throughout the country, 
including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
143. Four of the five smoke detectors that were present in the House at the time of the 
fire were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde (the "Subject Smoke Detectors"). 
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144. The Subject Smoke Detectors were being used and operated for the purpose and in 
the manner for which they were designed, built, marketed, and sold in accordance with the 
instructions and warnings provided by Defendants UTC and Kidde, including the installation of 
the Subject Smoke Detector's batteries and the installation and location of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors within the House, and they were all without substantial change from their original 
condition at the time of the fire as when they were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde. 
145. By design, the Subject Smoke Detectors, which were marketed and sold for use in 
residential applications, were operated by ionization sensors that rendered them defective and 
unreasonably dangerous in the event of a house fire because, by design, they do not adequately 
detect the smoke from a house fire in time to give occupants adequate notice to allow them a 
reasonable opportunity to escape such a fire. 
146. Thus, the Subject Smoke Detectors were defectively designed and unreasonably 
dangerous for the use for which they were marketed and sold. 
147. The design defect in the Subject Smoke Detectors rendered them unreasonably 
dangerous because they were, by design, not capable of reliably and consistently detecting the 
smoke from a typical house fire and they did not give occupants sufficient warning to provide a 
reasonable opportunity to escape from any such house fires. 
148. As a direct and proximate result of the defective design of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors, none of which activated during the Fire, the Plaintiff, Julie suffered injuries and 
damages that may include, but are not limited to: physical injury, pain and suffering, severe 
emotional distress, medical bills, lost wages, lost earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss 
of enjoyment of life. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNT XIX 
Julie vs. UTC and Kidde 
Failure to Warn 
149. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
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through 148 of this Complaint. 
150. At all relevant times, Defendants UTC and Kidde were in the business of 
designing, manufacturing, advertising, and selling smoke detectors throughout the country, 
including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
151. At the time when Defendants UTC and Kidde supplied the Subject Smoke 
Detectors, Defendants UTC and Kidde knew or, in the exercise of ordinary care should have 
known, that the Subject Smoke Detectors were by their design unreasonably dangerous because 
substantial fire science literature criticizes the design and performance of ionization smoke 
detectors, and Defendants UTC and Kidde have been subject to numerous claims and lawsuits in 
which consumers were injured or died when such ionization triggered-smoke detectors failed to 
operate during a fire. 
152. Defendants UTC and Kidde failed to disclose the unreasonably dangerous 
condition of the Subject Smoke Detectors because of their ionization mechanisms that were 
present at the time when they were supplied by Defendant Kidde. 
153. Defendants UTC and Kidde failed to adequately instruct consumers on the proper 
use of the Subject Smoke Detectors by failing to warn them of the limitations and inadequacies of 
their ionization mechanisms and their inappropriateness for use in residences. 
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154. Four of the five smoke detectors that were present in the House at the time of the 
fire were supplied by Defendants UTC and Kidde. 
155. These Subject Smoke Detectors failed to detect and activate during the Fire 
because of the design defect about which Defendants UTC and Kidde failed to warn consumers. 
156. Thus, the Plaintiff, Julie suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are 
not limited to: physical injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost 
wages, lost earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment oflife. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
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COUNT XX 
Julie vs. UTC and Kidde 
Negligence 
157. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 156 of this Complaint. 
158. At all relevant times, Defendants UTC and Kidde were in the business of 
designing, manufacturing, advertising, and selling smoke detectors throughout the country, 
including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
159. As a supplier of consumer products throughout the United States, including in 
Cook County, Illinois and Maine, Defendants UTC and Kidde owed those to whom it supplied the 
Subject Smoke Detectors and those who would be occupying residences in which the Subject 
Smoke Detectors were installed, including Julie and Lucas, a duty of ordinary care. 
160. Defendants UTC and Kidde breached their duty of ordinary care to the Plaintiff, 
Julie, because the Subject Smoke Detectors relied on ionization detection technology that 
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rendered them unsuitable for use in residences like the House. 
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161. Defendants UTC's and Kidde's breach of their duty of ordinary care to Julie was a 
direct and proximate cause of injuries and damages that may include, but are not limited to: 
physical injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost wages, lost 
earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment oflife. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, in a sum in excess of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00), and for interest and costs. 
COUNTXXI 
Julie vs. UTC and Kidde 
Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 
162. Plaintiff repeats, re-asserts and incorporates herein by reference paragraphs 1 
through 161 of this Complaint. 
163. Defendants, UTC and Kidde, made false and misleading representations about the 
Subject Smoke Detectors in its promotion, advertising, and marketing of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors throughout the country, including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine, that the Subject 
Smoke Detectors were suitable for use in residence and that the Subject Smoke Detectors would 
detect most house fires and provide occupants with warning in sufficient time to have a reasonable 
chance to escape, when, in fact, the Subject Smoke Detectors were not suitable for use in 
residences and would not detect many house fires or provide occupants with sufficient warning to 
have a reasonable chance to escape a house fire. 
164. Defendants, UTC and Kidde intended that its deception about the Subject Smoke 
Detectors would be relied upon by consumers, and in fact, Julie relied on this deception in 
agreeing to remain in the House because she believed the House was safe. 
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165. Defendants, UTC and K.idde's deception occurred in the course of conduct 
involving trade or commerce and it was part of its promotion and sale of the Subject Smoke 
Detectors throughout the United States, including in Cook County, Illinois and Maine. 
166. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants, UTC and K.idde's deceptive acts 
and practices, the Plaintiff, Julie suffered injuries and damages that may include, but are not 
limited to: physical injury, pain and suffering, severe emotional distress, medical bills, lost wages, 
lost earning capacity, permanent impairment and loss of enjoyment of life. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that the Court enter judgment against the Defendants, UTC and 
Kidde, and for all damages available pursuant to the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive 
Business Practices Act, including, but not limited to compensative and punitive damages, and 
for their attorney's fees and court costs. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
By: 
jeffreytallis@msn.com 
Faklis, Tallis & Mead, P.C. 
35 East Wacker Dr., Suite 2250 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
(312) 368-0550 
(312) 419-9876- Fax 
Finn I.D. 27641 
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FRA:\'K FARIAS 
has been appointed 
Independent Administrator of the estate of 
LUCAS FARIAS , deceased, 
who died Sundav, October 09, 2016 , and is authorized to to take possession of and collect the 
estate of the decedent and to do all acts required by law. 
LS WITNESS, September 27, 2018 
Dorothy Brown 
Clerk of the Circuit Court 
CERTIFICATE 
I certify that this is a copy of the letters of office now in force in this estate. 
PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 
A 
WITNESS, September 27. 2018 J) TG 
DOROTHY BRO\VN, CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DMSION 
FILED 
10/2/2018 3:05 PM 
DOROTHY BROWN 
CIRCUIT CLERK 
COOK COUNTY, IL 
2018L010683 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
TROY and TRINA LEWIS, AIRBNB, INC., ) 
AIRBNB PAYMENTS, INC., UNITED ) 
TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION, and ) 
WALTER KIDDE PORTABLE EQUIPMENT ) 
INC., ) 
) 
) 
FRANK FARIAS, Independent Administrator 
of the Estate of LUCAS FARIAS, deceased, and 
JULIE GILBERT, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. CaseNo 2018L010683 
Defendants. 
AFFIDAVIT PURSUANT TO SUPREME COURT RULE 222 (B) 
Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 222 (B), counsel for the Plaintiffs, FRANK FARIAS, 
Independent Administrator of the Estate of LUCAS FARIAS, deceased, and JULIE GILBERT, 
certifies that Plaintiff seeks money damages in excess of Fifty Thousand and 00/100 Dollars 
($50,000.00). 
jeffreytallis@msn.com 
Faklis, Tallis & Mead, P.C. 
35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 2250 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
(312) 368-0550 - Phone 
(312) 419-9876 - Fax 
Firm I.D. 27641 
